
,

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

AUG 2 1 2007

Honorable Rick Melmer
Cabinet Secretary
South Dakota Department of Education
700 Governors Drive
Pierre, South Dakota 57501-2291

Dear Secretary Melmer:

AUG 16 ?I1Jl

During the week of June 11,2007, a team from the U. S. Department of Education's (ED)
Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) office reviewed the South
Dakota Department of Education's (SDDE) administration of the following programs authorized
by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB):

• Title I, Part A (Basic);
• Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 (Even Start);
• Title I, Part D (Neglected and Delinquent); and
• Title X, Part C, Subtitle B (McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Assistance

Improvements Act of 2001).

Enclosed is a report based upon this review.

The 2006-2007 fiscal year begins the second full cycle of monitoring for these requirements
under NCLB. Based on three years of monitoring, we have learned significantly more about the
status of States, districts, and schools in implementing the requirements of Title I. For the first
time, ED has collected data on critical compliance issues under NCLB in all States. This
knowledge has informed the current cycle of monitoring, and is reflected in the procedures and
monitoring protocols utilized in the onsite review process.

The ESEA, as reauthorized as NCLB, has increased the emphasis on accountability for all
students, and focused on States' responsibilities to work with districts and schools to improve
instruction and student achievement. ED will continue to work closely with States to define their
responsibilities in implementing the requirements of NCLB.

Monitoring for the Title I, Part A; Even Start; Neglected or Delinquent; and Homeless Education
programs will continue to be conducted in three broad areas - accountability; program
improvement, parental involvement and options; and fiduciary responsibilities.
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Prior to, during, and following the onsite monitoring review, the ED team conducted a
number of activities (described in the enclosed report) to verify compliance with the critical
monitoring indicators in each of the three broad areas for all four programs.

The enclosed report contains a listing of the critical monitoring elements in each of the three areas
for the four programs monitored, a description of the scope of the monitoring review; and the
findings, required corrective actions and recommendations that the ED tearn cited as a result of
the review. Each State that participates in an onsite monitoring review and that has significant
compliance findings in one or more of the programs monitored will have a condition placed on
that program's grant award specifying that the State must submit (and receive approval of)
documentation that all compliance issues identified in the monitoring report have been corrected.
Following an onsite review, ED will issue a draft monitoring report within 35 business days of
the team's return. The State educational agency (SEA) then has five days to review the report
and provide technical comments before the report is issued in final. Following the issuance of the
final report, the SEA then has 30 business days to respond to all of the compliance issues
identified in that report.

ED staff will review the SEA's response for sufficiency and will determine which areas are
acceptable and which will require further documentation of implementation. ED will allow 30
business days for receipt of this further documentation, if required. ED recognizes that some
corrective actions may require longer than the prescribed 30 days, and in these instances, ED will
work with the SEA to determine a reasonable timeline. When the SEA believes that additional
time is required to implement specific corrective actions, it must submit a request for such an
extension in writing to ED, including a timeline for completion of all related actions. In all cases,
however, evidence of implementation of actions designed to correct all compliance issues
identified in the monitoring report must be submitted and approved by ED prior to removing the
condition on the State's grant awards.

Please be aware that the issues presented in the enclosed report reflect the status of compliance in
2007 at the time of SASA' s onsite review. The SEA may receive further communication from
ED that will require it to address noncompliance occurring prior or subsequent to the onsite. .
reVIew.

The ED team would like to thank Diane Lowery and her staff for their hard work and the
assistance they provided prior to and during the review in gathering materials and in
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providing access to information in a timely manner. The ED team was impressed with the efforts
of your State's staff to implement the many requirements of the four programs monitored.

We look forward to working further with you and your staff to resolve the issues contained in this
report and to improve the quality of Title I programs in South Dakota.

Sincerely,

r)M~,
Zollie Stevenson, Jr., Ph.D.
Acting Director
Student Achievement and

School Accountability Programs
Enclosure

cc: Diane Lowery, Title I Unit Director



South Dakota Department of Education
June 11-15,2007

Scope of Review: A team from the U.S, Department ofEducation's (ED) Student Achievement
and School Accountability Programs (SASA) reviewed the South Dakota Department of
Education (SDDE) the week of June 11-15,2007. This was a comprehensive review of the
SDDE's administration of the following programs authorized by the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1%5 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB): Title I,
Part A; Title I, Part B, Subpart 3; and Title I, Part D. Also reviewed was Title X, Part C, Subtitle
B of NCLB (also known as the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Assistance Improvements
Act of2001).

In conducting this comprehensive review, the ED team carried out a number of major activities.
In reviewing the Part A program, the ED team conducted an analysis of State assessments and
State Accountability System Plans, reviewed the effectiveness of the instructiomd improvement
and instructional support measures established by the SDDE to benefit local educational agencies
(LEAs) and schools, and reviewed compliance with fiscal and administrative oversight
requirements required of the SDDE. During the onsite week, the ED team visited two LEAs ­
(the Sioux Falls School District and the Andes Central School District) and interviewed
administrative staff, staff from eight schools that have been identified for improvement in the
LEAs, and conducted two parent meetings. The ED team then interviewed LEA personnel to
confirm data collected·in each ofthe three monitoring indicator areas. As part of the expanded
monitoring for public school choice and the supplemental educational services (SES) portion of
the review, the ED team reviewed only these requirements in the Todd County and Eagle Butte
School Districts. The team interviewed LEA and school administrators and SES providers in
these LEAs.

In its review of the Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 Even Start program, the ED team examined the
State's request for proposals, State Even Start guidance, State indicators ofprogram quality, and
the most recent application and local evaluation for The Right Tum Inc. Even Start project in
Pierre and the Volunteers of America Even Start project in Sioux Falls. During the onsite review,
the ED team visited these local projects and interviewed administrative and instructional staff.
The ED team also interviewed the Even Start State Coordinator to confirm information obtained
at the local sites and to discuss State administration issues.

In its review of the Title I, Part D program, the ED team examined the State's application for
funding, procedures and guidance for State Agency (SA) applications under Subpart I
applications, technical assistance provided to the SA, the State's oversight and monitoring plan
and activities, SA subgrant plans and evaluations of the South Dakota Department ofCorrections
(DOC) and South Dakota Department of Youth Services (Subpart I) and Sioux Falls and East
Dakota School Districts (Subpart 2). The ED team interviewed administrative, program and
teaching staff. The ED team also interviewed the SDDE Title I, Part D State coordinator to
confirm information obtained at the State agency site and discuss administration of the program.

In its review of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program (Title X, Part C,
Subpart B), the ED team examined: the SDDE's procedures and guidancefor the identification,
enrollment, and retention ofhomeless students; the technical assistance provided to LEAs with
and without subgrants, the State's McKinney-Vento application; and the LEA applications for
subgrants and local evaluations for programs in Sioux Falls School District, West Central School
District, and Rapid City School District. The ED team also interviewed the SDDE McKinney-



Vento tate coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local site and discuss
admini tration of the program.

s Audit Findings: None to report.

Previo s Monitoring Findings: EDlast reviewed Title I, Parts A and B in South Dakota the
week 0 March 22, 2004. At that time, there were findings for Title I, Part A, in the area of
supplerhental educational services, LEA provision of services to children attending non-public
schoolJ, and an issue with supplanting. The SDDE had a timeline waiver in place under the
standa I s, assessment and accountability indicator.

Findin s for Title I, Part B included the evaluation of the progress of each subgrantee; the use of
indicat rs ofprogram quality to monitor, evaluate, and improve local programs; the provision for
an indfendent evaluation of the program that is used for program improvement; use ofhigh­
qualitYr intensive instructional programs that promote adult literacy; meeting the qualification
requir~ments forinstructional staff; ensuring families' participation in all core instructional
services; the provision ofservices to eligible students attending non-public schools; and the local
projects' compliance with the remaining equitable participation provisions under sections 9501­
9506 of the ESEA.

Overview of Public Scbool Choice and SES Implementation

Based on preliminary Consolidated State Performance Report data, the SDDE reported that in the
2006-07 school year, 45 schools would be in different stages of improvement. Of these schools,
10 were in their first year of improvement, 14 were in their second year of improvement, and 7
were in corrective action. Additionally, 12 schools were in the planning year of restructuring and
2 schools were in the implementation of restructuring.

Public School Cboice

Data submitted to ED for the review related to public school choice indicated that in the 2006­
2007 school year 45 schools were required to offer public school choice. For that school year,
five students out of 13,089 students who were eligible to transfer to another public school under
the Title I provisions for public school choice exercised the option to transfer. The cost of
transportation was $24,345.00.

All schools in South Dakota participate in "open enrollment." Typically, during the spring,
parents who wish to transfer their child to a different school apply for open enrollment. Parents
interviewed in the Sioux Falls School District and Andes Central School District stated that they
did not participate in school choice primarily because they would have taken advantage of open
enrollment if they wanted to transfer. Additionally, parents gave the following reasons for not
taking advantage of the opportunity to transfer because they wanted (1) the convenience of
sending their child to the neighborhood school and (2) the opportunity for their child to attend the
school that the rest of their children had attended. Most parents were confident that their schools,
though identified for improvement, were "doing okay" and doing an appropriate job of educating
their child and had no desire to transfer to another school.

Supplemental Educational Services (SES)

Through an application and review process, the SDDE approved 17 SES providers for the 2006­
2007 school year. Within this list,each district had access to at least 10 SES providers on the
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approved list who were willing to provide services for students in the district's area ranging from
online programs, tutoring in the home programs, and programs based at the child's school.

For the 2006-2007 school year, 34 schools were required to offer SES. This is an increase from
28 schools in the 2005-2006 school year and 19 schools in the 2004-2005 school year. Out of
7974 students who were eligible to apply, 240 applied and 233 actually received SES services.
As reported by SDDE, some of the providers are still providing summer services, and all the
districts have not reported the amounts spent. At the time of the data collection for the report,
only 5 districts had reported the SES expenditures with 8 districts still to report. For the five
districts that have reported to the SDDE, $90,396.50 has been spent on SES services.

Interviews with parents, LEA staffand SES providers revealed several concerns. Parents
articulated that they did not take advantage of SES because it was not offered at the school
building. Additionally, ifservices had been offered after school at the school, then they would
have signed their students up for services. Providers expressed difficulty with coordinating
information with teachers, and many principals reported that they did not know what was going
on with the SES services that were being provided to the students in their school. One LEA staff
member expressed frustration that the SES services provided were not in the subject area that the
SES provider had been asked to provide support.

Most providers reported starting the actual delivery of services in November or December.
However, there were several cases where services were not provided until January and one case
where services did not start until March.

The SDDE is actively involved in coordinating work and using resources from its parent
information resource center, the South Dakota Parent Resource Network. Included in the
resources used is a "Parent's Guide to Choosing a Supplemental Education Service Provider."
Additionally, the SDDE held a conference in April 2007 targeted to providing technical
assistance to SES providers. The SDDE has the SES provider application and policies on the
State web site as well as links to outside organizations and other States that have toolkits and
sample contracts and agreements listed on their websites.
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OverarchingRequirement - SEA Monitoring

A State's ability to fully and effectively implement the requirements ofNCLB is directly related
to the extent to which it is able to regularly monitor its LEAs and provide quality technical
assistance based on identified needs: This principle applies across all Federal programs under
NCLB.

Federal law does_not specify the particular method or frequency with which States must monitor
their grantees, and States have a great deal of flexibility in designing their monitoring systems.
Whatever process is used, it is expected that States have mechanisms in place sufficient to ensure
that they are able to collect and review critical implementation data with the frequency and
intensity required to ensure effective (and fully compliant) programs under NCLB. Such a
process should promote quality instruction and lead to achievement of the proficient or advanced
level on State standards by all students.

Status: See indicator 1,2 on page 23 of this report.
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Title I, Part A
Summary of Monitoring Indicators

.
I Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part A: Accountability

:I
Indicator

I
Description I Status I. Page.

Number--
i 1.1 The SEA has approved systems ofacademic content Pendil)g Peer 6

standards, academic achievement standards and assessments Review
(including alternate assessments) for all required subjects
and grades, or has an approved timeline for developing
them.

jl
.-.

1.2
. ,

The SEA has implemented all required components'as I Met 'Requirements
.~identified in its accountability workbook. Observation..

iln

1.3 The SEA has published an annual report card as required I Finding

.~
~- ---- and an Annual Report to the Secretary. .. " .... . ~~'., , _.~. ,........ .

1 1.4 The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual I Finding .~
. '~' .. ' ....

report cards as required.

1.5 The SEA indicates how funds received under Grants for

I

Finding r, State Assessments and related activities (Section 6111) will
be or have been used to meet the 2005-06 and 2007-08

". .. .
assessment requirements ofNCLB.

il
1.6 The SEA ensures tbat LEAs meet aU requirements for ; Met Iidentifying and assessing the academic achievement of Requirements

- . limited English proficient students_
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Title I, Part A
Monitoring Area: Standards, Assessments and Accountability

Indicator 1.1 - The SEA has approved systems of academic content standards, academic
achievement stan~ards and assessments (including alternate assessments) for all required
subjects and grades, or has an approved timeline for developing them. Pending peer
review.

Indicator 1.2 - The SEA has implemented all required components as identified inits
accountability workbook. .

Observation: Religious exemption after 8th grade

Graduation rate is the additional indictor for high schools in making adequate yearly progress
(AYP) determinations. ED staff became aware that in the Andes Central School District,
Lakeview Colony students attend school through grade 8. These students are not counted as
dropouts due to State Law 13-27-1.1. State law allows a religious exemption after eighth grade.

Indicator 1.3 - The SEA has published an annual report card as -required and an Annual
Report to the Secretary.

Finding: The SDDE's report card did not include all of the required information.

• The report card did not include infonnation about the professional qualifications ofteachers
in the State, including percentage of such teachers teaching with emergency or provisional
credentials, and the percentage of classes not taught by highly qualified teachers in the
aggregate and disaggregated by high-poverty compared to low- poverty schools.

• Rather than the "high-poverty" compared to "low-poverty" distinction, for classes taught by
highly qualified teachers, the State report card inakes the distinction as 2006 " highest
quartile" and 2006 "lowest quartile". No explanation is provided on the report ofthe
distinction that is being made, nor the definition of the term "quartile" in a way that parents
or the general public would understand.

Citation: Section III 1(h)(l)(C)(vii) ofthe ESEA requires that the State annual report card
include the professional qualifications of teachers in the State, including percentage ofsuch
teachers teaching with emergency or provisional credentials, and the percentage of classes not
taught by highly qualified teachers in the aggrega~e anddisaggregated by high-poverty compared
to low-poverty schools.

Further action reguired: The SDDE must submit to ED a template ofthe State report card that
includes the required language of the teacher quality comparison between high~poverty to low­
poverty schools.

Indicator 1.4 - The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards as
required.

Recommendation: The SDDE should work with its LEAs to ensure that LEA report cards and
individual school reports include all the infonnation required in the Statute. LEA report cards
and individual school reports did not include all required infonnation. LEA and school reports
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did not include the professional qualifications of teachers in the State, including the percentage of
such teachers teaching with emergency or provisional credentials, and the percentage ofclasses
not taught by highly qualified teachers, in the aggregate and disaggregated byhigh-poverty
compared to low- poverty schools..

Citation: Section 1111(h)(1)(C)(vii) and section 1111 (h)(2)(A)(I) of the ESEA require States to
ensure that each local educational agency collects appropriate data and includes in the local
educational agency's annual report the information described in paragraph (l )(C) as applied to the
local educational agency and each school served by the local educational agency.

Further action reguired: The SDDE must submit to ED a template ofthe LEA report card that
includes the appropriate language associated with the required comparison of highly qualified
teachers at the district and school levels. When the LEAs report cards fOf Spring 2007 are
completed, the SDDE must submit them to ED.

Indicator 1.5 - The SEA indicates how funds received under Grants for State Assessments
and related activities (section 61H) wDl be or have been used to meet the 2005-06 and 2007­
08 assessment requirements of NCLB.

Finding: Although the SDDE provided a cost breakdown between activities for development
and other supportive activities, information pertaining to how funds received under Grants for
State Assessments and related activities (section 6111) will be or have been used to meet the
2005-06 and 2007..Q8 assessment requirements ofNCLB was requested but not provided during
visit.

Citation: Section 6111 (1 )(2) ofthe ESEA indicates that grants are made available to States to
pay the costs of the development and administration ofassessments and standards required by
section llll(b).

Further action reguired: .The SDDE must provide the requested information on the use ofsection
6111 funds to ED for review.
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I Monitoring Area 2, Title I, Part A: .~rogra~I~provement,Parental Involvement and Options

I
Indicator

I
Descrip~on

I
Status I Page.

Number

I 2.1 The SEA has developed procedures to ensure the hiring and I Met I N/A
retention ofqualifiedp<rraprofessional::;. _. Requirements I

I
2.2 The SEA has established a statewide system of support that Met

I
N/A

provides, or provides ~or, techniCal assistance to LEAs and Requirements
s.choo~s as ~~uired..

- .. .'

I 2.3 The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools meet parental I Findings

~involvement and parental notification requirements.. .... ... .. .... ... ." ...............-..............

I

2.4 The SEA ensures that schools and LEAs identified for

I
Findings Limprovement, corrective action, or restructuring have met the

requirem~ntsof~i~g.s~ i~~n~.!i~ _ ...... .. '.

I
2.5 The SEA ensures that requirements for public school choice I Met Fare met. . Requirements.. ._. . _... ....-

I 2.6 The SEA ensures that requirements for the provision of Findings ru-.
suppJ.emental edl1ca~~~n~lls~rvi~~.(S.~.~).~!llet~. '. Recommendation

. '.'

2.7 The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools develop schoolwide Met

Iprograms that use the flexibility provided to them by the Requirements
statute to improve the academic achievement ofall students
in the school. .. - - _.

I 2.8 The SEA ensures that LEA targeted assistance programs meet

'-
Met

~aU requirements. - . --. _ .. .. ~equirements
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Title I, Part A
Monitoring Area: Instructional Support

Indicator 2.3 - Tbe SEA ensures tbat LEAs and scbools meet parental involvement and
parental notification requirements.

Finding (I): The SDDE did not consistently ensure that the notification letters of school choice
to parents included all ofthe required components. For example, school choice letters reviewed
by the ED team for schools did not include one or more of the following required components:
the school's academic level; information on the academic achievement of those schools or a
comparison to the student's current school; a statement that transportation would be provided;
and a description ofhow parents can be involved in addressing the academic issues that led to the
school being identified for improvement.

Citation: Section lI16(b)(6) ofthe ESEA requires LEAs to promptly provide to parents an
explanation of the identification oftheir child's school that includes (I) how the school compares
academically to other schools in the LEA and the State, (2) why the school has been identified,
(3) what the school is doing to address the achievement problem, (4) what the LEA and SEA are. .

doing to help the school to address the achievement problem, (5) how parents can be involved in
addressing the achievement problem, and (6) parents' options to transfer their child to another
school, and, jf applicable, obtainSES. .

Further action reguired: The SDDE must provide LEAs additional written guidance on the
requirements of the notices to parents ofchildren attending schools identified for improvement,
corrective action, or restructuring. The guidance must include a checklist ofrequirements and a
sample ofa parent notification letter that must include all the required components that the LEA
and/or principals may use to develop their notification letters. The sample school choice letter
must include the required components under section 1116(bX6) of the ESEA, including an
explanation of the school status, the identification of the schools to which a child may transfer,
and information on the academic achievement ofthe school or schools to which the child may
transfer. The SDDE must provide a copy of this guidance and sample letter to ED.

Finding (2): The SDDE has not consistently ensured that schools receiving Title I funds conduct
an annual Title I meeting for parents.

Citation: Section 1118(cXI) ofthe ESEA requires that each school shall "convene an annual
meeting, at a convenient time, to which all parents ofparticipating children shall be invited ... to
infonn parents of their school's participation" in Title I. This meeting should include an
explanation of the requirements ofTitle I and the rights of the parents to be involved.

Further action required: The SDDE should provide written guidance to all schools receiving Title
I funds on the requirement to hold an annual parent meeting and what that meeting should
address. The SDDE must submit to ED a copy of the guidance.

Finding (3): The_SDDE did not ensure that schools have school level parental involvement
policies for the 2006-2007 school year. Many parents indicated that they did not know about
school parental involvement policies. The SDDE previously identified this problem through the
monitoring activities conducted by tbeTitle I office, but at the time of the review the issue had
not yet been addressed.
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Citation: Section 1118(b) of the ESEA requires that each school served under Title I, Part A
jointly develop with and distribute to parents of participating children a written parental
involvement policy agreed on by the parents that describes the requirements of subsections (c)
through (t).

Further action required: The SOOE must provide EO with documentation that all LEAs receiving
Title I funds have been ·informed that they must require schools to develop a school parental
involvement policy developed with parents and disseminated to them. Additionally, the SODE
must provide to EO documentation of the follow-up provided due to the monitoring activities
conducted by the SOOE related to this finding.

Finding (4): The SOOE did not ensure that all LEAs provided to parents the specific AyP

determination, or school improvement status, by the beginning of the school year, though the
information was released to the LEAs by the end of August. The specific AyP information was
not shared with parents until the schools' newsletters were sent out in mid-October. An initial
letter was sent out at the beginning of the school year related to offering school.choice but did not
include specific improvement status information and was unclear on whether or not students
could take advantage of the choice option. Due to the missing elements, parents did not have all
the pertinent information necessary about their school and the reasons why school choice was
provided.

Citation: Section 1116(b)(I)(B) of the ESEA states that parents need to be informed of the
reasons for identification for improvement. Additionally section 1116(b)(1)(E) ofthe ESEA
states that parents need to be informed ofchoice before the first day of school.

Further action required: The SOOE must submit to the LEAs, and provide a copy to ED,
guidance that explains that the school improvement status information needs to be provided to
parents before the first day of school. Additionally, the SDDE must provide to ED a detailed plan
and timeline outlining how the Sioux Falls School District will send out notification with the
specific AyP determinations in the appropriate timeline for the upcoming school year.

Recommendation: Although notes to parents from many schools in the Sioux Falls School
District are regularly sent out in a language other than English, the notification letters sent out at
the district-level were sent only in English. The SODE should contact the Sioux Falls School·
District and find out why the district-level notice was not sent to parents in a language otherthan
English. The SODE should work with the LEA and encourage it to provide all notices to parents
"in a language parents can understand."

Indicator 2.4 - The SEA ensures that schools and LEAs identified for improvement,
corrective action, or restructuring have met the requirements of being so identified.

Finding (1): The SOOE has not consistently ensured that school improvement plans included all
components such as an assurance that 10 percent will be spent on professional development;
incorporating a teacher mentoring program; and specifying the responsibilities of the school, the
LEA, and the SEA serving the school under the plan.

Citation: Section 1116(b)(3) of the ESEA requires that each school identified for improvement,
no later than three months after being so identified, develop or revise a school plan, in
consultation with parents, school staff, the LEA serving the school, and outside experts, for
approval by the LEA. The plan shall:
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• Include strategies based on scientifically based research,
• Adopt policies and practices concerning the school's core academic subjects that·.

have the greatest likelihood ofensuring that all groups of students specified in section
1111(b)(2)(C)(v) of the ESEA and enrolled in the school will meet the State
academic assessment described in section IIII (b)(3) not later than 12 years after the
end of the 2001-02 school year;

• Provide an assurance that the school will spend not less than ten percent of the funds
made available to the school under section 1113 of the ESEA for each fiscal year that
the school is in school improvement status for the purpose ofproviding to the
school's teachers and principal high-quality professional development;

• Specify how the professional development funds specified in the previous bullet will·
be used to remove the school from school improvement status;

• Establish specific annual, measurable objectives for continuous and substantial
progress by each group of students specified in section Illl(b)(2)(C)(v) to ensure
that all groups of students will meet the State academic assessment described in
section 1111(b)(3);

• Describe how the school will provide written notice about the identification to
parents of each student enrolled in such school, in a format and, to the extent
practicable, in a language that the parents can understand;

• Specify the responsibilities of the school, the LEA, and the SEA serving the school
under the plan, including the technical assistance to be provided by the LEA, and the
LEA's responsibilities under section J120A of the ESEA;

• Include strategies to promote effective parental involvement in the school;
• Incorporate, as appropriate, activities before school, after school, during the summer,

and during any extension ofthe school year; and
• Incorporate a teacher-mentoring program.

Further action required: The SDDE must develop and implement a plan with a qetailed timeline
for providing technical assistance to LEAs on developing or revising school improvement plans
so that the plans meet the statutory requirements. The plans must also address monitoring
activities conducted by the SDDE to ensure that subsequent plans include all components.

Finding (2): The SDDE uses a consolidated plan for the schoolwide plan and the school
improvement plan. The ED team noted a lack of specificity in the school plans, and it was unable
to determine what specific actions were being taken or how the strategies included in the plans
related to the objectives. As a result, it was not clear how the plans were used to guide and
govern changes in teaching and learning to improve student achievement or how the schoolwide
program could be annually evaluated as required to determine its effectiveness in increasing
student achievement and making changes as necessary based on the results of the evaluation.

Citation: Section JJ14(b) of the ESEA requires that a school implementing a schoolwide
program develop a plan that contains the following ten required components. The components
are: a comprehensiven~ assess~ent; schoolwide reform strategies; instruction by highly
qualified teachers; high quality and ongoing professional development; strategies to attract highly
qualified teachers to high-need schools; strategies to increase parental involvement; plans for
assisting preschool children in the transition from early childhood programs; measures to include
teachers in decisions about the use of academic assessments; provision oftimely, additional
assistance to students having difficulty attaining proficient and advanced levels ofacademic
achievement; and coordination and integration ofFederal, State and local services and programs.
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Section 11 16(b)(3) of the ESEA requires schools identified for improvement to develop and
implement school improvement plans that: (1) incorporate strategies based on scientifically
based research that will strengthen the core academic subjects in the school; (2) provide an
assurance that the school will spend not less than 10 percent of its Title laHocation for high
quality professional development for its teachers and principals; (3) establish specific annual,
measurable objectives for continuous and substantial progress by each subgroup of students; (4)
describe how the school will provide written notification about the identification to parents of
each student enrolled in such school; (5) specify the responsibilities of the school, the LEA, and
the SEA serving the school under the plan, including technical assistance; (6) include strategies to
promote effective parental involvement; (7) incorporate, as appropriate, activities before school,
after school, during the summer, and during any extension of the school year, and (8) incorporate
a teacher mentoring program.

Section 200.26 (c) ofthe Title I regulations requires an annual evaluation of the implementation
of the schoolwide program.

Further action required: The SDDE must submit to ED written procedures for a review of
schoolwidelschool improvement plans to ensure that the goals, strategies, and activities described
in the plans, including any supporting documentation, adequately address the individual needs of
each school and also meet State and Federal requirements. The review must also examine the
quality of plans to determine that the goals and strategies directly address the academic
achievement problems of the school and are of the nature to effectively meet the student progress
goals described in the plans. The SDDE must provide a copy of the plan to annually evaluate the
schoolwide and school improvement program to ED along with a detailed time1ine outlining the
activities of the annual evaluation.

Indicator 2.6 - Tbe SEA ensures tbat requirements for tbe provision of supplemental
educational services (SES) are met.

Finding (1): The SDDE has not consistently ensured that districts implementing SES have
agreements that outline student level learning objectives and were established jointly by the
parents, LEA, and SES provider. SES providers determined the goals and objectives for the
students with no discemable coordination with the LEA or parents. .

Citation: Section 1116(e)(3)(A) of the ESEA specifically requires the LEA to develop the goals
and objectives in consultation with parents and providers a "statement of specific achievement
goals for the student, how the student's progress will be measured."

Further action required: The SDDE must provide written guidance that describes a detailed plan
and timeline ensuring tbat LEAs know that agreements for student learning objectives meet the
Title I requirements and how the SDDE will monitor to ensure that the requirements are fulfilled.

Additionally, if an LEA and a provider agree that the providers will work with parents to identify
the learning objectives without the LEA in attendance, then the LEA must review those
objectives. For additional information, please see information about SES and tools to help States
and LEAs to implement the requirements, inCluding examples of student learning plans, is
available at ED's website at .
http://www.ed.gov/adminstcommlsuppsvcslsesprogramslreport pg8.htmJ.

Finding (2): The SDDE did not ensure that the teachers of students participating in SES were
regularly informed of their students' progress. Even though it may be addressed in the contract,
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there was no evidence of regular communication between the students' teachers and SES .
providers.

Citation: Section 1116(eX3)(b) ofthe ESEA specifically states that the "student's parents and the
student's teacher or teachers will be regularly infonned of the student's progress."

Further action required: The SDDE must provide technical assistance to LEAs and SES
providers in order to fulfill this requirement that teachers are regularly infonned of student
progress. The SDDE must submit to ED a plan and detailed timeline of conducting these
technical assistance activities, as well as documentation that these activities were conducted.

Recommendation: The SDDE is encouraged to provide guidance to LEAs on how LEAs can
ensure that principals know what students are eligible for and receive SES services in order to (1)
consistently and effectively communicate with each other on the student's progress in programs
provided through SES, and (2) facilitate a smooth implementation ofservices.
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I Monitoring Area 3, Title I, Part A: Fiduciary Responsibilities

I
Indicator

I
Description I Status 'FNumber

r 3.1 SEA complies witlr- Met N/A

• The procedures for adjusting ED-detennined allocations Requirement
outlined in sections 200.70 - 200.75 of the regulations.

• The procedures for reserving funds for school improvement,
State administration, and (where applicable) tbe State
Academic Achievement Awards program.

• The reallocation and carryover provisions in section 1126(c)
and 1127 ofTitle I statute.

~
SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with the provision for submitting Met

.~an annual application to the SEA and revising LEA plans as necessary Requirements
to reflect sub~t~ntial c~a~8.es in the di.rection of the program.

3.3 SEA ensures that all its LEAs comply with the requirements in Finding 15
section lIB of the Title I Statute and sections 200.77 and 200.78 of
the regulations with regard to (1) Reserving funds for the various set-
asides either required or allowed under the statute, and (2) Allocating
funds to eligible school attendance areas or schools in rank order of
poverty based on the number of children from low-income families
who reside in an eligible attendance area...... -.. . ...... - .... - ... ---

3.4 • SEA complies with the maintenance of effort (MOE) Met N/A
provisions ofTitle I. Requirement

• SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with the comparability
provisions ofTitle I.

• SEA ensures that Title I funds are used only to supplement or
increase non-Federal sources used for the education of
participating children and do not supplant funds from non-
Federal sources..

~
SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with aU the auditee Met

.~responsibilities specified in Subpart C, section 300(a) through (f} of Requirements
OMB Circular A-133.

'" -- .. -- - ..

~
SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with requirements regarding Met

.~services to eligible private school children, their teachers and Requirements
families.

,._., .. "
. _. -.. --.. ......... '. .-

I 3.7 SEA complies with the requirement for implementing a system for I Met
.~.ensuringpr~mpt~esolu~i.()nof ~omplaints. ~equirements

~
SEA complies with the requirement to establish a Committee of

I
Finding ·rsPractitioners and involves the committee in decision-making as

required. -
..
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Title I, Part A
Monitoring Area: Fiduciary

Indicator 3.3 - SEA ensures that all its LEAs comply with the requirements in section 1113
of the Title I statute and sections 200.77 and 200.78 of the regulations with regard to (1)
Reserving funds for the various set-asides either required or allowed under the statute, and
(2) Allocating funds to eligible school attendance areas or schools in rank order of poverty
based on the number of children from low-income families who reside in an eligible
attendance area.

Finding: The on-line application does not aUow fora detennination that reservations have been'
calculated properly and include the required elements. For example, the current application
shows the I percent set aside for parental involvement and required reservation for professional
development, but the on-line application does not demonstrate that the calculations for equitable
services are calculated and reserved according to statutory requirements. The SDOE makes a
determination that fiscal requirements have been met during its onsite reviews; however, onsite
reviews are not conducted every year for every LEA. The SDDE must ensure that these fiscal
requirements are met before awarding Title I, Part A funds to its LEAs.

Citation: Section 9304 (a) ofthe ESEA requires that the SEA must ensure that (1) programs
authorized under ESEA are administered in accordance with aU applicable statutes, regulations,
program plans, and applications; and (2) the State wilJ use fiscal control and funds accounting
procedures that will ensure the proper disbursement of and accounting for Federal funds. Section
80.40 of the EDGAR further requires that the State, as the grantee, is responsible for monitoring
grant and subgrant-supported activities to assure compliance with applicable Federal
requirements.

Further action reguired: The SDDE must provide a plan to ED that indicates how it will .
implement a process that determines whether LEAs are complying with basic Title I fiscal
requirements on an annual basis prior to the time it awards Title I funds. The SDDE must also
ensure through a documented process that LEAs are complying with basic Title I fiscal
requirements on an annual basis before the time it awards Title I funds.

Indicator 3.8 - SEA complies with the requirement to establish a Committee of
Practitioners (COP) and involves the committee in decision-making as required.

Finding: The SDDE did not ensure that its COP complied with the membership requirements of
the ESEA. The SDDE's current COP does not include representatives ofthe private school
community as required.

Citation: Section 1904(b) of the ESEA requires each SEA that receives funds under
Title I to create a COP to advise the State in carrying out its responsibilities and specifies what
the requirements shall be for membership in the COP and what duties shall be included.

Further action reguired: The SDDE must document the membership of the COP in order to
ensure compliance with the requirements detailed in section 1903(b)(2)(A)-(G) of the ESEA, and .
provide ED with documentation that it has a fully-constituted COP that includes all required
members.

15



Summary of Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 (Even Start)
Monitoring Indicators

I Monitoring Area 1, Title I, PartB, Subpart 3: Accountability

Indicator

!
Description I Status I Page.

Number

I
1.1 The SEA complies with the subgrant award requirements. I Met I NIA •

I Requirements

I 1.2 The SEA requires applicants to submit applications for I Met IN/A •
subgrants with the necessary documentation. Requirements

]3 In making non-competitive continuation awards, the SEA Met N/A
! reviews the progress of each subgrantee in meeting the Requirements

objectives ofthe program and evaluates the program based :

on the indicators ofprogram quality, and refuses to award
subgrant funds to an eligible entity if the agency finds that

!
the entity has not sufficiently improved the performance of
the program.

I 1.4 The SEA develops indicators ofprogram quality for Ev~ Met I NIA.Start programs, and uses the Indicators to monitor, evaluate, Requirements
aJld improve projects withill the State.

- o·

J
1.5 The SEA ensures that projects provide for an independent Met Llocal evaluation ofthe program that is used for program Requirements

improvement.
'.' -0

! 1.6 The SEA reports to ED in a timely manner using the Met

DI required performance measures and ensures that local Requirements
projects are assessing the progress of their participants using

j .•~ '. those measures
00 - - - ..

t 1.7 The SEA ensures compliance with Even Start program I Met IN/A ,
requirements. Requirern.~ts
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The local programs shall use high-quality instructional
programs based on scientifically based reading research
(SBRR) for children and adults.

Each program assisted shall include the identification and I Finding ...'~..1,8,.._ :
recruitment of eligible families. Recommendation I ..
.... ...... . .' -

;:e:::~~m assisted shall implement all 15 program '---F-in-d-in-g-S---..·.cs-
SEA ensures that all families receiving services participate in .1 Met '.:,_ fN7J\._
all four core instructional services. ,_RequireJ!l~ts I .

I Fm~g H'[
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Title ~ Part B, Subpart 3 (Even Start)
Monitoring Area: Instructional Support

Indicator 2.2 - Each program assisted shall include the identification and recruitment of
eligible families.

Finding: The Pierre Even Start project consistently serves fewer than 10 families, while the
project application references 25-30 families. At the time of the moniioring visit, the Pierre Even
Start project was serving only nine families. Failure to recruit and serve the humber of families
referred to in the approved application has been a continuing issue identified in performance
reports and monitoring visits conducted by the SDDE staff., but this issue had not been addressed
at the time of the review.

Citation: Section 1235 of the ESEA requires local Even Start projects to identify and recruit
families most in need of services as indicated by a low level of income, a low level of adult
literacy or English language proficiency of the eligible parent or parents, and other need related
factors.

Further action required: The 'SDDE must provide ED with evidence that the Pierre Even Start
project has recruited and is serving at least 25 eligible families as described in the approved
application.

Recommendation: The SDDE should work with the Even Start project in Sioux Falls to help the
project improve its record keeping so that documentation is readily available to demonstrate that
all families served in the project meet all the eligibility requirements and are attending all core
Even Start instructional services on a regular basis.

Indicator 2.3 - Each program assisted shall implement all 15 program elements.

Finding (1): The Pierre Even Start project was providing home visits, but they did not have
lesson plans for these visits and no information was avaihible documenting that these home visits
supported the instructional services provided through Even Start.

Citation: Section 1235(7) of the ESEA states that each program assisted under Even Start shall
provide and monitor integrated instructional services to participating parents and children through
home-based programs.

Further action required: The SDDE must develop, submit to ED, and implement a plan to ensure
that local projects provide integrated instructional services through home-based programs.

Finding (2): One of the early childhood education teachers paid partially with Even Start funds
has a Bachelor's degree in nursing. While this teacher is working on a Child Development
Associate certificate, she does not have an associate's degree in an area related to the area in
which she is teaching.

Citation: Section 1235(5) of the ESEA requireslhat instructional staff whose salaries are paid, in
whole or in part, with Even Start funds must have obtained an associate's, bachelor's, or graduate
degree in a field related to the area in which they are teaching.

Further action required: The SDDE must provide ED with evidence that all instructional staff in
the Pierre Even Start project meet the staffqualification requirements in the statute.
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Indicator 2.5 - The local programs shall use higb-quality instructi()oal programs based on
scientifically based reading research for children and adults.

Finding: The Pierre Even Start·project did not include an early childhood education component
that was high-quality, and it did not appear to be based on scientific research. The classroom
environment was not print rich, there was a distinct absence of children's books and o.ther literacy
resources in the classroom, and the instructional program was not focused on early literacy and
language development.

Citation: Sections 1231(D) and 1235(4) of the ESEA require that local Even Start programs
provide high-quality instructional programs based on scientifically based reading research for
children and adults.

Further action required: The SDDE must provide ED with evidence that it has provided
assistance and direction to the Pierre Even Start project and that the Pierre Even Start project is
implementing an early childhood component that is ofhigh quality and is based on scientifically
based reading research. .
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.. -
I Monit~ring Ana ~,J~itle I P~r.tB, Subpart: 3: SE~ Fiduciary Responsibilities

I
Indicator I Description

I
Status

~Number
... .-... .- ..~.' . ... '" - .

I
3.1 The SEA complies with the allocation requirements for State

I
Met ~.administration and technical assistance and award of subgrants. Reguirements.. .................-.......- ""---" .,........, _.- ..... .•.. . ..... . ..... ..... . .'

I 3.2 The SEA ensures that subgrantees comply with statutory and I Finding I 21
regulatory requirements on uses of funds and matching... .. ., ....- ......•. __ ............... ... .... ...... ....

I
3.3 The SEA complies with the cross-eutting maintenance of effort I Met .~

P!ovisi~~s........
" .. '-'".'._--' -.-.---" .- .•. ...... ¥ •• -

Requirements

I

3.4 The SEA ensures that grantees comply with requirements with Met Fregard to services for eligible private school children, their Requirements
teachers, and their families.

' .• , . h"._, .. - ..... '. .. . ....'. .. .. " .................-.......-...•-..............

I 3.5 The SEA has a system for ensuring fair and prompt resolution I Met
.~.. ()f. c_oltlpl~i!1!~.~d..~pp-r?p!.!~tC?Il~~g P!oc.~~: .. .- .RequireJIlents
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Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 (Even Start)
Monitoring Area: SEA Fiduciary Responsibilities

Indicator 3.2 - Tbe SEA ensures tbat subgrantees comply witb requirements on uses of
funds and matching. .

Finding: The Sioux Falls Even Start project included several unallowable costs in its calculation
for the match requirement. For example, it included the value of leased space using the fair
market value of the space even though the space is owned by the grantee. (The value of space
owned by any partner in the grant must be calculated using the depreciation and use formula).
The project also included some staff that work part time in the program but the staffdo not
maintain personnel activity records. Finally, although the Sioux Falls project did not have a
negotiated indirect cost rate, it did have a negotiated administrative cost rate and included some
of these costs as part ofthe match requirement. It is unclear if these administrative costs are
comparable to indirect costs, which are unallowable costs for Even Start.

Citation: Section 1234 of the ESEA requires Even Start local projects to provide a specific match
or cost share amount. Section 76.731 ofEDGAR (34 CFR section 76.731) requires States and
subgrantees to keep records showing their compliance with program requirements, and sections
74.23 and 80.24 ofEDGAR (34 CFR sections 74.23 and 80.24) require grantees and subgrantees
to keep records verifying the costs and third party in-kind contributions counted toward satisfying
the cost-share or matching requirement, including how the local project derived the value placed
on third party in-kind contributions.

Further action required: The SDDE must ensure that local projects understand how to document
the correct matching share and that all costs included in the match are allowable. The SDDE
must submit to ED an action plan for how it will provide guidance and training to addres~ this
concern. It must also submit documentation that the Sioux Falls Even Start project is only using
allowable costs in meeting it's cost share requirement.
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Summary of Title I, Part D Monitoring Indicators

I Neelected, Delinquent or At-Risk of Droppine-Out Proeram
Indicator Description

I
Status

~Number

"I

Indicator 1.1 The SEA has implemented all required components as

·1
Finding c====identified in its Title I, Part D (NID) plan.

I
Indicator 1.2 The SEA ensures that State Agency (SA) plans for services Finding

~to eligible NID students meet all requirements. Reconunendation

. . . - . .. ..-

I

Indicator 1.3 The SEA ensures that LOcal Educational Agency (LEA) Met Lplans for services to eligible N/D students meet all Requirements
requirements.

-
_..

---I, . ., Indicator 2.1 The SEA ensures that institutionwide programs developed Met

I: by the SA under Subpart 1 use the flexibility provided to Requirements
; them by law to improve the academic achievement of all

students in the school. -

I

Indicator 3.1 The SEA ensures each State agency has reserved not l~s Met Lthan 15 percent and not more than 30 percent.of the Requirements
amount it receives under Subpart 1 for transition services.

'.. . ....... ............." ............

,I
Indicator 3.2 The SEA conducts monitoring of its subgrantees sufficient

I
Met Lto ensure compliance with Title I,Part D program Requirements

requirements.
"""", .- . ., .. ~. . ...
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·Title I, Part D
Monitoring Area: Accountability

Indicator 1.1 - The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its
Title I, Part D (NID) plan.

Finding: The ED team found that the SDDE Part D plan included in the Consolidated
Application is a one-page matrix with 2 goals (academic and vocational) and related performance
Indicators, Objectives and Data Source. A more detailed plan for implementing Part D was not
available for review. Section 1414 (a) ofthe ESEA outlines goals and programcomponents that
are required for implementation ofPart D, which should be part of the Plan, and provide the basis
for Part 1 and Part 2 Applications and agreements related to implementation. Staff from the SAs
interviewed were not aware of the State's Part D program goals.

Citation: Section 1414 of the ESEA of 1965 requires States to describe program goals, objectives
and performance measures. Section 1414 (c)(4) requires SA applications to describe how its
program will meet the goals and objectives ofthe State plan.

Further action required: ED requires that the SDDE identify its goals and objectives as outlined
its 2002 application and transmit this information to applicant SAs under Subpart 1. The SDDE
must require SA applications to identify how their Title I, Part D program will meet the goals and
objectives of the State plan.

Indicator 1.2 - The SEA ensures the State Agency (SA) plans for services to eligible NID
students meet all requirements

Finding (I): The ED team found that the Department of Human Services Center at Yankton does
not offer the required 20 hours of instruction. The facility offered 14 hours of academic
instruction, and the Center may- not be a State accredited school program.

Citation: Section 1412 of the ESEA requires SA programs that receive grants under Title I,
Part D to offer a regular program of instruction, and students must be enrolled for a minimum of
20 hours per week.

Further action reQuired: ED requires the SDDE to investigate if the Department ofHuman
Service programs receiving funding for Part D services are eligible institutions that meet Part D
statutory requirements. ED requires the SDDE to send a report to ED with its finding regarding
eligibility.

Findine (2): The ED team found that the SDDE has not sufficiently conducted monitoring of
the Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 program grantees to ensure that they are meeting all requirements.
In review of SA Subpart 1 programs there was no evidence ofthe SDDE conducted compliance
monitoring activities for the SA programs. ED did not observe a monitoring protocol or a
monitoring schedule.

Citation: Section 1414 ofthe ESEA requires that State plans contain assurances that programs
assisted under Title I, Part D will be carried out in accordance with the State plan. Additionally,
the SEA is required to ensure that the State agencies and local educational agencies receiving
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Part D subgrants comply with all applicable statutory and regulatory progress in identified areas.
Finally, section 9304(a) of the ESEA requires that the SEA ensure that programs authorized
under the ESEA are administered with all applicable statutes, regulations, program plans and
applications.

Further action required: The SDDE must provide a plan to ED that indicates how it will(l) .
implement a monitoring process that determines whether the Title I, Part D Subpart I programs
are complying with Part D requirements; and (2) provide ED with information on how it has
carried out, or how it will carry out comprehensive monitoring to ensure that Subpart I programs
implement appropriate requirements.

Recommendations: (I) The SEA ensures that SA plans for services to eligible N/D students
meet all requirements. (2) ED also recommends that the SDDE work with its SAs to determine
the amount of parental involvement with incarcerated youth regarding reporting student
educational progress.
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Summary of McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program Monitoring Indicators

I McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program
Indicator Description Status I Page
Number

Indicator 1.1 The SEA collects and reports to ED assessment data from Met .c:=LEAs on the educational needs of homeless children and Requirements
youth.

Indicator 2.1 The SEA implements procedures to address the

I

Finding Lidentification, enrollment and retention ofhomeless
students.

I
Indicator 2.2 The SEA provides, or provides for, technical assistance for

I
Met :I. .N/A. _ :LEAs to ensure appropriate implementation of the statute. Requirements

I
Indicator 3.1

,
The SEA ensures that LEA subgrant plans for services to I Finding "~eligi~le ~ome<less students meet aU r~uirements.

o- j o' _ <<_ ..
Indicator 3.2 The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with providing

I
Met

r~, comparable Title I, Part A services to homeless students Requirements
attending non-Title 1schools. .

I
Indicator 3.3 The SEA has a system for ensuring the prompt resolution of

I
Recommendation

~.. disputes.

Indicator 3.4 The SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs with and without Recommendation

.~I subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-
: .,

Vento program req,uirements.
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McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Pmgram
Monitoring Area: Instructional Support

Indicator 2.1 - Tbe SEA implements procedures to address tbe identification, enrollment,
and retention of bomeless students.

Finding: The ED team found that the SDDE has continued to review and revise policy as
indicated in its State plan submitted in 2002. However, ED found no evidence of an SEA policy
that specifically addressed the identification, retention and enroJlment of homeless students.

Citation: Section 722g(J)(i) of the ESEA states that SEAs are required to submit a plan to ED for
education of homeless children and youths within the State. The plan includes a requirement for
SEA to demonstrate that LEAs have developed, and have reviewed and revised, policies to
remove barriers to the enroJlment and retention of homeless children and youths in schools in the

. State.

Further action required:. ED requires that the SDDE review the State plan submitted to ED in
2002 and identify, revise, or add, as appropriate, policies and procedures that address the
enroJlment and retention in school of homeless children and youth.

Monitoring Area: Fiduciary

Indicator - 3.1"':' The SEA ensures tbat LEA subgrant plans for services to eligiblebomeless
students meet all requirements.

Finding: The ED team found that some LEAs use Part A funds to support transportation of
homeless students. Additionally, one LEA (Rapid City) with a subgrant pays for 100% of the .
liaison's salary with Part A funds.

Citation: Section 723 (d)(5) ofthe ESEA authorized uses ofgrant funds: the provision of
assistance to defray the excess cost oftransportation for students under section 722(g)(4)(A), not
otherwise provided through Federal, State, or local funding, where necessary to enable students to
attend the school selected under section 722(g)(3).

Section (g)( I )(J)(ii) of the ESEA equires that LEAs designate an appropriate staffperson, who
may also be a coordinator for other Federal programs, as a local educational agency liaison for
homeless children and youths.

Further action required: The SDDE must inform LEAs in the State that transportation of
homeless children and youth may not be paid for using Federal funds provided under Title I, Part
A ofthe ESEA. Additionally, ED requires that the SDDE inform aJl LEAs with subgrants that
Part A funds may be used to pay for a portion ofa liaison's salary (less than 100(10) as long as the
liaison has additional duties and responsibilities under Part A.

Indicator 3.3 - Tbe SEA bas a system for ensuring tbe prompt resolution of disputes.

Recommendation: The ED recommends that the SDDE tailor its general dispute resolution
procedure so that it addresses homeless students specifically. ED also recommends that
unresolved disputes with parents be referred to the State for final resolution. The ED team found
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that currently the SDDE has a general dispute resolution policy that does not address homeless
students specifically. The policy identifies the U.S. Department of Education for final appeal of
any dispute.

Indicator 3.4 - Tbe SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs witb and witbout subgrants,
sufficient to ensure compliance witb McKinney-Vento program requirements.

Recommendation: The ED team found that monitoring of LEA compliance on behalf of
homeless students is taking place as part of the Statewide consolidated monitoring process that
includes a few basic questions related to compliance with McKinney-Vento legislation. While
this approach does capture some of the information to oversee programs in general, the
monitoring process could be strengthened through the development ofadditional tools to assist
with program reviews. ED recommends a more systematic approach to monitoring subgrants,
and monitoring ofLEAs without subgrants.
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